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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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7) ^ Claim(s) 13 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 05/09/2008 has been entered. 

The following is the current status of claims: 

Claims 1, 5-10, 16, 18, 20 and 21 have been canceled. 

Claims 43-47 have been withdrawn. 

Claims 2-4, 11-15, 17, 19, 22-42 remain pending for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 05/09/2008, with respect to claims 2-4, 11-15, 17, 19, 22-42 have 
been fully considered but, have been found persuasive only to the extent that the prior art of record does 
not specifically disclose the limitations "determining whether art object type of the target referent is a 
physical entity, a digital object, or an intangible entity". However, Kreonke discloses such limitations. 

Applicant indicates, pages 14 and 15, "Kroenke does not disclose or suggest the 
features/functionalities that (as discussed above) are missing from Gupta. In particular, Kroenke also 
does not teach or suggest the above- emphasized claimed subject matter which has been newly added to 
claim 2". The examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying 
the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, 
or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available 
to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In 
re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the instant application relates to 
network applications; see specification page 1, lines 1-21. 
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Accordingly, Gupta discloses the system service and with authority from the client to interact in 
multiple active knowledge spaces distributed on the Internet, and that provides a collaborative 
environment for the new generation of internet in personal application; col. 2, lines 35-48. 

Kreonke discloses a plurality of semantic object; see col. 3, lines 3, lines 10-13. Further, in col. 4, 
lines 40-44, create and manipulate data that will be stored in the database. 

Bigelow discloses the objects of the files can represent any physical entity, and event; see col. 7, 
lines 33-40. 

Therefore, the combination of Gupta in view of Kreonke and further in view of Bigelow discloses 
the claimed limitation. 

Furthermore, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may 
be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must 
be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the combined 
teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 
642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-4, 11-12, 14-15, 17, 19, 22-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over USPN 6,513,059 issued to Gupta et al., ("Gupta") in view of USPN 5,809,297 issued to 
Kroenke et al., ("Kroenke"), and further in view of USPN 5,408,567 issued to Bigelow et al., ("Bigelow"). 

As per claim 2, Gupta discloses "a method comprising receiving an indicator to create a semantic 
object to represent a target referent" (i.e., context node (entity); see col. 4, line 49); 

"identifying a semantic object type for the semantic object suitable to represent the target 
referent" (i.e., context node (entity); see col. 4, lines 49-51); 

"wherein the plurality of meta-tags comprises a predetermined set of meta-tags based on the 
semantic object type" (see col. 1 1 , lines 30-39), 

"wherein a meta-tag of the plurality of meta-tags is associable with metadata" (i.e., similarities 
between events and objects (entities); see col. 6, lines 46-51); and 

"associating the meta-tag of the plurality of meta-tags with metadata; wherein at least one of, the 
meta-tag and the metadata is definable by an ontology" (i.e., ontology is specified by rules; see col. 6, 
lines 41-45). 

Gupta fails to explicitly disclose creating the semantic object of the semantic object type to 
represent the target referent. However, Kroenke discloses creating the semantic object (see Kroenke col. 
5, lines 29-30). It would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
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was to modify the method of Gupta by creating the semantic object disclosed by Kroenke (see Kroenke 
col. 5, line 26-29). Such a modification would allow the method of Gupta to provide a user to create 
semantic object data models to represent any kind of information that the user desires to store in a 
database (see Kroenke col. 5, line 26-29), a user to define a formula interpreted in a way that makes 
semantic sense to the user (see Kroenke col. 22, lines 52-55). 

While, the combination of Gupta/Kroenke substantially discloses the claimed invention, the 
combination fails to disclose in detail "determining whether an object type of the target referent is a 
physical entity , a digital object, or an intangible entity" However, Bigelow discloses determining whether 
an object type of the target referent is a physical entity , a digital object, or an intangible entity (see 
Bigelow col. 7, lines 33-40). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the method Gupta/Kroenke by as disclosed by Bigelow (see Bigelow 
Fig. 1 and col. 3, lines 9-19). Such a modification would allow the method of Gupta/Kroenke to provide a 
method in a data processing system of imposing multi object constraints of the data files (see Bigelow 1, 
lines 62-64), therefore, improving the accuracy of the methods and systems for managing and requests in 
a network. 

As per claim 3, Gupta further discloses "assigning one of multiple lifecycle stages to the created 
semantic object" (see col. 8, lines 43-46).. 

As per claim 4, Gupta further discloses "the multiple lifecycle stages include at least: a draft 
stage, an active stage, an inactive stage and a deleted stage, further comprising subsequently 
transitioning the created semantic object from one of the multiple lifecycle stages to another" (i.e., 
lifecycle of task and transaction characteristics; see col. 8, lines 43-48). 

As per claim 11, Gupta further discloses "exchanging information about the ontology using the 
semantic object" (i.e., ontology is specified by rules; see col. 6, lines 41-45). 
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As per claim 12, Gupta substantially discloses the claimed limitation except extracting at least 
part of the content from the target referent before inclusion in the created semantic object . However, 
Kroenke discloses created semantic object (see Kroenke col. 5, lines 29-30). It would have been obvious 
to a person ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was to modify the method of Gupta by 
creating a semantic object disclosed by Kroenke (see Kroenke col. 5, line 26-29). Such a modification 
would allow the method of Gupta to provide a user to create semantic object data models to represent 
any kind of information that the user desires to store in a database (see Kroenke col. 5, line 26-29), a 
user to define a formula interpreted in a way that makes semantic sense to the user (see Kroenke col. 22, 
lines 52-55), therefore, improving the accuracy of the methods and systems for managing and requests in 
a network. 

As per claims 14, 15, 17,19 and 22-28, the limitations of claims 14, 15, 17,19 and 22-28 are 
similar to claims 2-4 and 11-12, therefore, the limitations of claims 14, 15, 17,19 and 22-28 are rejected 
on the analysis, and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

As per claims 29-37, the limitations of claims 29-37 are similar to claims 2-4 and 1 1-12, therefore, 
the limitations of claims 29-37 are rejected on the analysis, and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

As per claims 38-42, the limitations of claims 38-42 are similar to claims 2-4 and 1 1-12, therefore, 
the limitations of claims 38-42 are rejected on the analysis, and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 13 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Application/Control Number: 10/720,031 
Art Unit: 2162 



Page 7 



CONTACT INFORMATION 

2. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to JEAN B. FLEURANTIN whose telephone number is 571 - 272-4035. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 7:05 to 4:35. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
JOHN E BREENE can be reached on 571 - 272-4107. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/JEAN B. FLEURANTIN/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2162 



